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PER CURI AM

Derek Dion Curtis, a federal prisoner, petitions this court
for a wit of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 2241 (1994).
Curtis all eges that he was never indicted by a grand jury and never
wai ved indictnment and that court officials, the Assistant United
States Attorney, and the federal public defender conspired to use
a bogus indictnent to prosecute him

A court will not entertain a § 2241 petition unless a notion

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255 (1994), anended by Antiterrori smand

Ef fecti ve Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat.
1214, is "inadequate or ineffective to test the legality of [an

I nmate' s] detention.” See Swain v. Pressley, 430 U S 372, 381

(1977). The petitioner bears the burden of show ng the i nadequacy
or ineffectiveness of a 8§ 2255 noti on. McChee v. Hanberry, 604 F. 2d

9, 10 (5th CGr. 1979).
As in his previous 8 2241 petition in which he raised iden-
tical clainms, Curtis has failed to present any facts show ng t hat

§ 2255 is an i nadequate renedy. See Inre Curtis, No. 95-8059, 1995

W. 538976 (4th Cir. Sept. 12, 1995) (unpublished), cert. denied,

US|, 64 US.L.W 3485 (U.S. Jan. 16, 1996) (No. 95-7104).
Curtis' conclusory allegations that the district court and the
prosecutor used a bogus i ndi ctnent do not establish that the renedy
under 8§ 2255 is inadequate or ineffective. See McCGhee, 604 F. 2d at
11.

Accordingly, we deny this petition. Curtis' notions for inme-

di at e adj udi cati on and for bail pending a deci sion are now noot and

2



are denied for that reason. W di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-

terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci si onal

Process.
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